Summary Statistics
The 
Voting Centers in Rural and Urban Areas
Several models in the individual-level analyses in the manuscript compare individuals within voting centers (centros) to control for unobserved local heterogeneity that may impact both political preferences and the likelihood of applying for and receiving a land grant through the land reform program. This is because unobserved individual factors such as income are fairly homogenous within a given voting center. As argued by Lander and López Maya (2005, 47) , the very small size of voting centers contributes to their "homogenous socioeconomic composition." Voting centers are often placed in schools or other public buildings in the neighborhood close to a voter's residence (Wells 1980, 38) . This section gives a visual depiction of centro size in both urban and rural areas to provide a more concrete sense of what constitutes a centro.
There were a total of nearly 8,600 voting centers for the 2004 recall referendum, and an average of 1,400 voters per voting center. 1 The average voting center among land applicants had about 2,000 individuals. As a result, the unit of the voting center is much smaller than a municipality or even a parish, and typically consists of a couple city blocks, part of a small town, or a short stretch of valley. Figure 1 maps the Barrio Agricultura neighborhood within the Petare neighborhood of Caracas as well as the rural parish of Anzoátegui in the Morán municipality of Lara state. The black dots in each part of the figure indicate voting centers. In urban areas such as Petare in Part A of Figure  1 , each voting center draws from only a couple of blocks within a neighborhood of the community. In this particular area, which is three to four blocks north to south and five to six blocks east to west, there are eight voting centers. Each voting center therefore draws from two or three blocks. Residents in each voting center therefore largely share common public utilities, schools, roads, parks, security, and services.
Rural areas such as the parish of Anzoátegui in the state of Lara, depicted in Part B of Figure  1 , generally have voting centers that draw voters from a small stretch of a valley or a few square miles of plains. In this parish, there are seven voting centers. There are two small towns in this parish (Anzoátegui and Sabana Grande), and one main stretch of valley between these towns that is used for agricultural purposes. Voting centers are located in these small towns as well as in the surrounding valleys, roughly a mile or two apart. The sparsely distributed population in this and similar areas share in common roads, utilities, stores, and often livelihoods. Table 2 presents a series of models that examine the role of both mayors and governors in the likelihood that an individual receives a land grant. The Table 2 models are specified similarly to Models 4-6 of Table 1 of the paper, and thus compare individuals within voting centers. However, the baseline categories of comparison in these models are now petition non-signers in voting centers located in municipalities whose mayor's and governor's political affiliation corresponds with that of the location of a given voting center. If mayoral political affiliation is less important than that for governors, we should observe that the coefficients for individuals of a particular political affiliation (e.g., loyalists) and with a fixed governor political affiliation (e.g., pro-Chávez) are statistically indistinguishable across various mayoral political affiliations. Furthermore, the coefficients by individual/governor political affiliation should be similar in direction to the Table 1 coefficients regardless of the political affiliation of an individual's mayor. Table 2 largely bears out these expectations, serving as a successful "placebo test" for the theory. Using the Model 3 results, we fail to reject the null hypothesis that the coefficients on loyalists in pro vs. opposition municipalities within states with pro-Chávez governors are statistically different (p>0.78), that the coefficients on loyalists in pro vs. opposition municipalities within opposition states are statistically different (p>0.15), and that the coefficients on opposition individuals in pro vs. opposition municipalities within opposition states are statistically different (p>0.69). Only the coefficients on opposition individuals in pro vs. opposition municipalities within states with proChávez governors are statistically distinguishable. However, and consistent with Table 1 , neither of these coefficients is distinguishable from zero.
The Lesser Role of Mayors in Land Grants
The Table 2 coefficients are also largely similar in direction and magnitude to the Table 1 coefficients. Loyalists in municipalities with a pro-Chávez mayor within states with a pro-Chávez governor are more likely to receive land grants than petition non-signers in these municipalities; opposition individuals in these municipalities are not. Loyalists in municipalities with a pro-Chávez mayor in states with an opposition governor are less likely to receive land grants; the same is true of opposition individuals in these municipalities (though the latter coefficient is just short of conventional levels of statistical significance in Models 1 and 3). Loyalists in municipalities with an opposition mayor in states with a pro-Chávez governor are more likely to receive land (though again the coefficients are barely shy of statistical significance, perhaps because only 8% of applicants reside in these locales and estimates are somewhat imprecise); opposition individuals in these municipalities are not. The only results that differ in sign from Table 1 are loyalists in municipalities with an opposition mayor in states with an opposition governor. The coefficients are far from significant, however, and data are sparsest in such municipalities; only 7% of applicants reside in these locales. A valid instrumental variable must satisfy the exclusion restriction: the instrument must be correlated with the dependent variable in the first stage regressions, whether an individual is a loyalist or whether an individual is an opposition member, but not correlated with the error term of a second stage regression, where receiving land is the dependent variable. Because individuals could sign a petition in support of Chávez to recall opposition politicians, sign a separate petition against Chávez, or sign neither petition, we must identify instruments for both loyalists and opposition individuals and estimate two first-stage regressions.
I turn to aggregate voting center-level data in identifying these instruments. One potential candidate for an instrument for whether an individual signed to recall opposition officials is the number of registered voters at their voting center. Larger voting centers are more politically important, and thus the PSUV is likely to dedicate more resources to mobilization efforts such as petition drives via its organization Comando Maisanta. Yet given the central organization of INTi and large numbers of land applicants from across the country, voting center size is unlikely to have any direct impact on actually receiving benefits. Because the effects of voting center size on signing a petition for Chávez are likely to decline at higher levels, voting center size is logged.
To capture the exogenous variation in whether an individual signed the petition to recall Chávez, I use the number of foreign citizens within their voting center. Opposition individuals are less likely to be immediately close to foreigners because they are less likely to live close to government installations and foreign interests (e.g., consulates, embassies, businesses). Government and foreign installations such as consulates are less likely to locate in neighborhoods where residents strongly oppose Chávez. Furthermore, those who work in these installations and may therefore want to live close by are less likely to be strong Chávez opponents (Jatar 2006) . Finally, given the harassment of selected foreign firms that are more likely to employ opposition members, the remaining more successful companies (e.g., those that collaborate with PDVSA) are more likely to be located in areas with higher support for Chávez. At the same time, given how land is granted to individuals, there is no obvious reason why being registered at a voting center with fewer foreigners should directly reduce the likelihood of receiving land. As with voting center size, I log the measure of foreigner presence. 2 Table 3 presents the second-stage IV results. Model 1 is specified similarly to Model 1 of Table  1 of the manuscript given that the first-stage instruments are measured at the voting center-level. 3 The first-stage instruments are the log number of registered voters at an individual's voting center 2 Although the exclusion restriction is fundamentally untestable, the log number of registered voters and the log number of foreigners are statistically insignificant when estimating a regression model for receiving land. This provides some limited evidence that these instruments pass the exclusion restriction from an empirical perspective. For a similar approach, see, e.g., Eichengreen and Leblang (2008) .
3 The IV results are similar when introducing controls for the time in application and type of grant applied for as in Model 3 of Table 1. The same is true when estimating a conditional fixed in the equation predicting support for Chávez and the log number of foreigners in an individual's voting center in the equation predicting opposition. 4 The results conform to theoretical expectations: voting center size is strongly positively associated with whether an individual is a loyalist, and foreigner presence is strongly negatively linked to whether an individual is an opposition member. The predicted values from the first stage regressions are used for Loyalist and Opposition in the second-stage regression displayed in Model 1.
The results for the political variables are consistent with the results in Models 4-6 of Table  2 in the manuscript. Chávez opponents in states held by anti-Chávez governors are significantly less likely than non-signers to receive land, as are pro-Chávez individuals in states with opposition governors. By contrast, pro-Chávez individuals in states with PSUV governors are significantly more likely to receive land. Petition non-signers in states with PSUV governors, as captured by the Chávez Governor Baseline, are less likely to receive land than non-signers in opposition states. The magnitude of the coefficients on these variables also increase substantially over those in Models 4-6 of Table 1 of the manuscript, suggesting that the true effect of political preferences on receiving land grants is higher than that estimated in Table 1 . 5 Although Model 1 of Table 3 does not use voting center-level fixed effects like in Models 4-6 of Table 1 in the manuscript, the use of aggregate voting center-level information on distributional heterogeneity is still critical in uncovering individual targeting patterns that track those in Models 4-6 of the manuscript's Table 1. effects logit model that groups individuals both by voting center and the length of time they have been in the application process yields similar results. Because a conditional fixed effects logit model implicitly controls for factors that do not vary within voting centers or application times, the first stage regression must be run without voting center fixed effects to estimate the instruments.
4 F-tests on the instruments in the first stage regressions easily pass the commonly used threshold separating strong from weak instruments.
5 The Table 3 results are similar when introducing controls for the time in application and type of grant applied for as in Model 3 of Table 1 in the manuscript. The same is true when estimating a conditional fixed effects logit model that groups individuals both by voting center and the length of time they have been in the application process yields similar results. Because a conditional fixed effects logit model implicitly controls for factors that do not vary within voting centers or application times, the first stage regression must be run without voting center fixed effects to estimate the instruments. 
Mixed Models of Land Grants
The results I present from the aggregate and individual-level analyses in the manuscript are similar when using multilevel/mixed models, likely because the unique density of the data in this case contributes to similar estimates across levels of analysis. Take for example the mixed models in the + p < 0.15, * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed). The dependent variable in all models is whether or not an individual is a land reform beneficiary. Standard errors clustered by voting center in Models 1 and 4; robust standard errors in Models 2 and 5. Constants not reported.
